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Please describe why continued operation of the VY Station is consistent with Vermont
meeting its responsibilities as a part of the New England region.
The Plan recognizes that “Vermont does not operate as an island,”?® but is instead tightly
integrated with the other New England states. Accordingly, the Plan identifies a number
of policy areas, such as transmission planning, where Vermont collaborates with the rest
of the region. As a general matter, the Plan takes a regional view of reliability and
environmental matters.
Has the Board recognized this regional responsibility for the state of Vermont?
Yes. Inits order approving the uprate, the Board said:
The Board concluded in Dockets 4622/4724 that the
construction of a transmission interconnection between
Hydro-Quebec and the New England Power Pool met the
criteria of Section 248(b)(2), noting that ‘[a]s a state, we
must bear a reasonable proportion of the region’s
responsibility in the provision of power.”*
Is approval of Entergy VY’s application consistent with these regional-responsibility
criteria?
Yes. As I previously testified, retirement of the VY Station will most likely lead to
increased generation from fossil-fueled units in other states. By approving Entergy VY’s
application, the Board can help ensure that Vermont continues to provide a significant

share of the electricity its customers consume. Further, this generation does not produce

harmful air emissions. Also as I noted, maintaining the VY Station in the New England

% Plan at ii.

2 Order entered March 15, 2004, in Docket No. 6812, at 21-22.
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supply stack is likely to have a dampening effect on spot (and bilateral) prices and to
support Vermont reliability. Finally, retaining nuclear capacity enhances the diversity of

the region’s fuel mix.

VII. SECTION 254(b)(1)(B) AND SECTION 254 (b)(1)(C)

Explain the requirements of Section 254(b)(1)(B) and Section 254(b)(1)(C).

Section 254 of Title 30, Vermont Statutes Annotated, read together with Section 248
requires that Entergy VY file its petition for approval of continued operations with the
Vermont General Assembly. In support of consideration of the petition by the General
Assembly, the Department is required to conduct certain “public-engagement” studies
described in Section 254(b). Under Section 254(b)(1)(B), the studies are required to
identify and assess the potential need for the operation of the facility and its long-term
economic and environmental benefits, risks and costs. Under Section 254(b)(1)(C), the
studies are to assess all practical alternatives to the VY Station that may be more cost-
effective or that otherwise may better promote the general welfare. These studies are to
be considered by the Board in its review of Entergy VY’s petition for approval of
continued operations of the VY Station after March 21, 2012.

How does your above testimony with respect to Section 248 also support these
assessments?

The considerations reflected in Section 254(b)(1)(B) overlap in significant respects with
the requirements of Section 248(b)(2), Section 248(b)(3), Section 248(b)(4), and Section

248(b)(7). In addressing those Section 248 requirements earlier in my testimony, I have
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explained why the VY Station is needed and how continued operation would provide

economic, reliability and environmental benefits to Vermont and the region.

The considerations reflected in Section 254(b)(1)(C) overlap, as well, with the
requirements of Section 248(b)(2). My earlier testimony addresses alternatives to the VY
Station and the advantages of continued operation of the VY Station relative to those
alternatives.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.



